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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
-~ COMMISSION FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

P.O. Box.1320 - HARTFORD.. CONNECTICUT 06101
AREA CODE 203 566-3913

February, 1973

'To the Reader:

The 1972 General Assembly passed Public Act 194 which directed the
Commission for Higher Education fo develop a Master Plan for Higher Educa-
+ion in Connecticut by January 1974, In response, the Commission determined
a structure designed to insure broadly based participation in the development
of the plan. An overview of that structure is confainedkin the following
document. .

One of +he‘mosT;impor+an+ elements of the Master Plan structure is the
Resource Groups. Since September 1972, these groups, made up of over fwa
hundred persons, have addressed themselves to major topics for the Masier
Plan. The reports of these groups have been made available to public boards
of higher education with the request that the reports be disseminated to
the chief executives and to the chief librarians of each institution and tnat
the broadest discussion possible of the resource groups' fopics be ‘encouraged
among faculty, students and interested groups.  In addition, copies are being
made available through public libraries and to organizations and governmenial
agencies which might be interazsted. Because the supply of the reports is
limited, any interested individuals are permitted tfo reproduce any or all
reports. : ‘

This rebor+ is one of‘eighf Resource Group Reports. I+ should be
recognized that the topics assigned to the Resource Groups are not mutually
exclusive.. Therefore, the reader is encouraged to read all eight reports.

The Commission for Higher Education is most grateful to the many
Individuals who gave freely of their time and energies serving on Resource
Groups.. The excellent groundwork they have provided in. their reporfs wiil
facilitate the deliberations of additional groups and individuals as the

process of the Master Plan development continues.
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INTRODUCT ION

L4

The following report has been prepared by the Resource Grdup for con-
sideration by the Commission for Higher Education as it develops a Master
Plan for higher education in Connecticut. To insure clear uhdérsTanding

of this report a number of points should be emphasized:

® The flndingsvand recommendations aré‘¥he considered juagmen+
of the individual Resource Group. »Théy do not necessarily
represeﬁT an opinion or position of the Commission for -Higher
EducaT]on or any other group such as the Management/Policy of

Review and Evaluation Group.

e This report is one of elght reports. The Resource Grdup reports,
as a whole, are position.papers for considgraTIon In the develop—f
mén+ of the M:ster Plan. They Qhould not be construed as con-

stituting a first draft of the Masfer Planj‘ Subsequent to further

discussion and comment, the recommendations made in reports may

be retained, revised, or deleted in the Master Plan.

e. The recommendations of the group may conflict with recommendations
made by other groups. The reconciiiation of conflicting recommen-
dations will be considered in the procéss of developing a draft

Master Plan.

e The deveiopment of a Master Plan is a dynamic process requiring
“continulng Input from many sources. . Although the Resource Group
reports provide an important source of-judgmehfs about the elements
éf the plan, additlional reaction, comment, and thought Is required

before an initial draft of the Master Plan can be comp!efed.
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All questions and comments concerning this report should be
addressed to Master Plan Staff Associates, ¢/o The Commission for

Higher Education, P. 0. Box 1320, Hartford, Connecticut 06101 .




PROCESS OF THE MASTER PLAN

Groups Invoived In “he Master Plan

I. Comnission for Higher Education: The State's coordinating agency for

higher education was requested by the General Assembly (P.A. 194, [972)
to develop, In cobperaTion with the boards of trustees of the constit-
uent unfTs of the public system, a Master Plan for Higher Education in
Connecticut. The plan is to be completed and submitted to the General

Assembly by January, [974.

. ManagemehT/PoI}cy Groups: A steering commlttee féF'The Mgs+er Plan pro-
cess; membership consists of the chairmen ofvThQ'BandéJof trustees for
the constituent units, and +he president of the Connécficu? Conference

_of Independent Colleges. Liaison represen+a+ion,from‘#he Governor's

offlce and from the General Assembly are also represented.

Itl1. Resource Groups: Thes2 groups are charged with developing position pa-

pers on specific topics for utilization in the development of a Master
Plan. Membership Is proportionately balanced between the higher educa-
t+ion community and non-academics to Insure that a broad specirum of view-
points be represented in group dellberations. Each group was assigned
SpeCiflc questions by the Management/Policy Group. In addition, each

group was encouraged to address any other questions as it saw fift.

IV. Review and Evaluation Group: ' A grdup invited to review, evaluate, and

make comments on the Resource Group reports and successive drafts of
the Master Plan. Ten members represent a wide spectrum of the state's
business and public interest activity and three ex-officio members are

from state gbvernmenT.

‘ ) . (h)
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Master Plan Staff Assoclates: FEach of the constituent units of the

public system and the Connecticut Conferrence of Independent Colleges

have provided staff support fqr the Master Plan project. The staff
associates serve a dual function: (1) each staff assoclate prbvlded'
staff asslstance to a Resource Group and, subsequently, (2) the staff
assoclatns will, lnkcollaboraTion with the Commisslion staff, prepare

the draft of the Master Plan.

Constituent Unit Boards of Trustees, including Faculty, Students and

Administration: All boards of trustees of the higher education system

are asked to review carefully the Resource Group reports and the Master
Plan drafts to follow. It i3 expected that each institution will en-
courage the fullest possible discussion among faculty, students, and

administrators.

The Public: In addition 1o the hligher education constituencies noted

above, a vital input to the Master Plan is the participation of all

wh6 are Interested, Including: 1Individuals In industry, labor, minori-
tlies, professionals -- in short, all organiza+fons and individuals in-
terested In hlgher education. Comments are invited at any stage of the
development of the Master Plan. However, for consideration for the
initial dréff of the Master Plan, comments must be received by Aérll

1973 and In the flnal draft of the Master Plan by September [973.



AN OUTLINE OF ACTIVITIES FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE MASTER PLAN

A'cﬂvlﬁ
1. CHE reques.s staff assistance from constituent units 6/72
2. CHE appolints ManagemenT/Pollcy Group |
3. Management/Policy Group:
a. ldentifies elements of Master Plan .
b. Develops queries to be addressed
c. Appoints Resource Groups
4. CHE holds Colloquluﬁ brienfaTIon meeting
5. CHE appoint Review and Evaluaticn Group
6. CHE approves Interim report for transmittal to Govarnor 12/72

7. Resource Groups complete and +ransmi+ papers to Management/
Policy Group . . 1

. 8. Management/Pclicy Group distributes Resource Groun reports to
Constituent units, Review and Evaluation Group, and other in-
terestcd agroups and Individuals

9. Comments on Resource Group reports are submitted by Review and
Evaluation Group, constituent units, and other interested in-
dlviduals and groups

10. Initlal Draft of Master Plan Is prepared and distributed to
constituent units and Review and Evalua+|on Group

M. lni+ia| reactions are recelved and Draf t of Master Plan Is
amended

12. CHE sponsdrs public presentatlon of amended Draft of Master Plan
and solicits comments frem al:l groups and individuals who are
Interested

13, Comments revlewed and evaluated and final draff prepared

14.. ManagemenT/PoIicy Group receives final comments on final Draft
of Master Plan from constituent units and Review and Evaluation
* Group, aports +o CHE

I5. CHE approves flnal draft of Master Plan and transmits it to 12/7%
the Governor and General Assemb.ly

I
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"WESLEYAN UNIVERSITY
Middletown, Connecticut 06457

Office of the Provest : o :
February 22, 1973

s

Mr. Donald H. McGannon
Chairman, Commission for Higher Educat1on
. ¢/o Westinghouse Electric Corporation
90 Park Avenue
New York, New York .10016
Dear Mr. McGannon:
~ On behalf of Resource Group VI of the Master Plan for Higher
Education I am pleased to submit to you the attached report on The
Transfer of Students Among Institutions and Programs. Itis our
sincere hope that it will contribute positively to the very important
task in which the Commission is engaged.
The members of the Resource Group have given generously
“of their time and effort in the past few months in the dévelopment
of this report, and stand ready to convene again if needed in the
next phases. of the planning Sched-ule .
Sincerely yours,

?/@4%

Edgdr F. Beckham
Associate Provost
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VI. Transfer: Tranasfer of Students Between Institutions and Programs

EXCERPTS OF PRINCIPAL FINDINGS>AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The Resource Group on Transfer decided that the most productive use
. of its time would be to devote its pPrincipal efforts to the problems of
Community College transfers, and from the specific recommendations pertain-
ing thereto, develop general guidelines to be used for all other transfer
cases.
It is recommended:

Credit/Standing

1. When a graduate from a transfer curriculum of a Connecticut Regional
Community College is admitted to a bachelor's degree ‘granting public.
institution in Connecticut primarily on the basis of performance in the
transfer curriculum, he should receive full credit at the receiving
institution for all courses within the transfer curriculum of the sending
ihstitutiou for which a passing grade was assigned.

2.VkRecommendation.l‘should be construed.to include credits assigned within
thé'transfer cutriculum by the sendihg college for academic‘work taken
at another institution.

3. All institutions:should review their7general education‘and course -dis-
tribution,requirements‘and assess‘theif effect on transfer students.

4, Those institution—wide'general education requireﬁents ﬁhich are taken

predomlnantly by lower division students of the 1nsL1tut10n and which

e

»F talie the form of specific coéurses should be waived fcr Community College
graduates of transfer ptogtams.

5. When substantial changes are made or planned in baccalaureate programs,

notice and explanation’ of such changes should be forwarded to institutions

_ llkely to be preparing students for entry into such programs.



6.

To the extent feasible, the determination of satisfactory completion
of prerequisite academic work should be made on the basis of a student's
mastery of essential elements of the subject matter and not solely on

the basis of the similarity of catalog course descriptions.

Admissdion

7.

Every Connecticut resiident who earns an associate degree in a transfer
curriculum from g Conm==cticut Regional Community College should be
guaranteed admilssion to cne ofthe bachelor's degree programs at a

Connecticut pubfic inscitution.

Among all applicants to restricted curricula--those which, due to the

need for laboratories, clinical affiliations, or other limiting factors,
have an enrollment céiling——priority‘should:be given to qualified
graduaﬁes of Connecticut Community Colleges over other tranafér
applicants.

Program planning at institutions:which receive transfaf students should
include specific cnnsiﬂeratian of the number of students anticipated from

ithe Régional‘Communityﬂ@dlleges.

Accommodation

0. .

The caiendar of matricuslation :routines which begins with the submission
of an application for =zdmission :shou¥d be reorganized in such a way

as to insure that transfer students thave an opportunity to register

for courses and programS’oh an egual‘footinga&ith other students and
have equal access to sch services amd resources as counseling and
a&vising,‘financial aiﬁ; and housing. Pending the completion of the
calendar reurgaﬁiaatibggzzesources,andaservices such as enrollment

spaces in c@nrseS‘andAgrggxams, and financial aid funds should be held

in reserve in appropriate amounts fer- eritering transfer students.

- -



11. The terms of a transfer student's admission should be made as explicit

and as comprehensive as posu.'ble and be goﬁmunicated to the student as
early zs pdssible. The "admission contr;ct" should staté clearly the
different categories of requirements which pertain to the program the
student.will enter and specify the extent to which the student has met
the requirements in each category. It should also outline the services
énd resources (advisiné, counseling, course régistration, financial aid,
housing, and the like) which will-be available to tﬁe students and
indicate when and where fhey may be obtained.

‘12~ Orientation programs which take into account the special needs of
transfer students should be planned a#d implemented by ail institutions
which raceive transfeé students.

13. Budgets fqr student services should be increased to provide adequately
for the needs of transfer students. |

14. Institutional leadership_shouid be exerted to raise academic- advising
to a higbér order of importance, and to see that the number and prepared--
ness of faculty assigned and the time éllotted is sufficient for the

registration needs of all students.

Recommendations for Implementation

ot
4

15. The Commission for Highef Education shouid éstablish a Transfer Co-
6rdinating Committee with representation from Regional Coﬁmunity Col-
leges, State quleges,_the\University of Connecticut, Staté‘Technical~<
Colleges, and the Connecticut Cpnferencéxof Indepéndent Colieges. The
Committee should be pharged with the following fesponsibilitieéf

a. Submission of an annual report to the Commission on the
movement of transfer students into and out of institutious
. of higher education in Counecticut.
¢
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16.

17.

18.

19.

b. Regulav monitoring of the tramsfer process and identification
of transfer problems.

c. Recommendation to the Commission and toc the appropriate
institutions for changes in transfer policy and procedures.

d. De?elopment, by the first biennial revision of the Master
Plan, of an agreement among institutions of higher education
in Connecticut on the interpretation of standardized examina-
“tions such as CLEP.

e. Investigation of problems of articulation between proprietary
schoois and other post-~secondary institutions.

Each institution of higher education in Connect;cut sﬁéuld appoint a

transfer liaison officer who will be responsible for monitoring the

movement of transfer students into -and out of the institutfion and for

- maintaining effective communication with the Transfer Coordinating

Committee.

The’Commission for Higher Edﬁcation should z2ppoint to its staff an
cfficer to serve.as‘"ombudsman" in individual transfer disﬁutes.

The Commission for Higher Education, with the assistapce of the'Transfer
Coordinating‘Committee, should frepare periodic estimates of the num-
ber of Commuﬁity College traﬁéférfstudeﬁts likely to select each bac-
calaureate program offered at public'four—yéar institutions.

The Commission forEHigﬁer Education should take the lead in stimulating

and encouraging closer inter-institutional communication and coopera-

‘tion within academic disciplines.
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‘"transfer boomn,'

INTRODUCTION

During the past ten years the transfer of students among institutions
and programs has become a prominent aspect of American higher education.
Nationally, it is estimated that more than a half;million students a year
are moving from one college to another. 1In Connecticut, transfer
students accounted in the Fall of 1972‘for roughly 30%Z of the new under-—
gradﬁate enrollments in the State's public four—year>institutions. The
' as the phenomenon has been called, has:broﬁght with it
a host of probl.ms, some of them simply procedural;’otﬁeré complex and
interwoven with fundamental educétional issues.

Transfer problems usuaily come to the attention of the general

public as individual grievarnces which; at leoast in the view of the

aggrieved, are susceptible of easy solution. On the other hand, repre-

sentatives of institutions which are called upoh to accept an increaéing
number of transfer students may perceive the same transfer probleﬁs as a
threat to the integfity of the educational‘énterprise. Students argue
that they should be able to transfer all their credits from one institu-
tion to another, while receiﬁing;institutiéhs‘reserve the right‘to
scrutinize each credit individuélly. Students claim that feceiving insti-
tutions are often‘arbitréfy,‘even capricious, in imposing "lower division"

general education requirements on "upper division" transfer students,

while the institutions assert that their special requirements must be

met by all students if the degree which the institution awards is to
retain its character and significance. .Transfer students complain that

they are placed at a disadvantage by receiving institutions in such

matters as the selection of courses and the distribution of financial



aid, while the institutions argue the legitimacy of their prior obliga-
tion to so-called 'native" students. There is a strong tendency among
neutral observefs to side with the complaining student in these cases.

In the first place,.the étudent is usually speaking about a specific
concrete situation, whereas institutional counter—-arguments are generally
abstract and often vague. Secondly, it is probably the case that only
the more blatant examples of fransfer "injustice" reach the‘ear of the
public. A third factor affecfing the drift of public sentiment toward
tﬁe transfer student is the growing awa;eness among lay people thét the
recent increase in the dive;sity and flexibility of educational policigs,
procedures, ana standards is inconsistent with an apparent institutional
rigidity in transfer matters. And finally, taxpayers whose tax dollars
have gone to support a network of public institutions that is supposed
to provide multiple entries to higher education are understandably
distressed to learn that once entry has been gained, further progress

is blocked or seriously impeded.

The Master Plan Resource Group on the Transfer of Students Among
Institutions and Programs has sought to take a deliberately pragmatic
view of transfer probiems. Though seﬁsiti&e to the abstract issues of
educafibnal "ideology" which are oftenAinvoked in suppor£ of‘both sides
of a transfer contfoversy, the kesourée Group concluded that, however
suchAprofound conflicts might eventually be resclved, iﬁ remains the
practical and compelling mandate of higher education in Connecticut to
meet the gfowing chailenges posed by the increase in studen£ diversity
and mobility, the wid;ning range of educational neéds‘within society,‘

and the accelerating rate at which those needs are changing. Transfer

problems illustrate the challenges in a dramatic way.



The Resource Group on Transfer believes that the recent history of
hlgher education in Comnecticut qupports our conclusion that educational
institutions have a practical mandate to become more receptive to
transfer students. The development in recent years of a system of
Regional Community‘Colleges in Connecticut shpuld be viewed as the
State's early response to the challenge.of student diversity and
mobility. By providing a network of institutions‘of different sizes,
styles, levels, locations and educational objectives the'State has
sought to answer the question, "How do I get into higher education in
Conrecticut7" ~In the Resource Group's view the obvious sequel to the
State's answer is another question, namely, "Now that-I'm in, how do.I
get from onme step to the next?"

Very:early in its deliberations the Resource Group determined that
. it should focus on a relatively narrow range of transfer problems. It
recognized at the outset tnat the range of transfer difficulties, viewed
from the vantage point of students attempting to transfer, was‘proEably
as extensive as the'range of specific human circumstances that might
prompt snch attempts. For-enample, a student who has almost completed
a two-year occupational curriculum in aicommunity college may decide
that she wants to become a psychologist; or a student from a proprietary
school in another state may move to Connecticut'and want to continue his
education‘at the University of Connecticut; or a houseWifefwith older
children may wish to apply fragments of formal educational etperience
'stretching back over fifteen years to a degree program at Central
Connecticut State College; or a returning veteran may seek to receive
credit toward a bachelor's degree for some educational experience

gained during military service. The Resource Group also:acknowledged



that the approach to each individual transfer problem was likely to be
a function oi several. factors, including the specific educational objec-
tive of the transfer student, the style and level of the "sending" and
"receiving" institutions, the content and quality of tﬁe student's
prévious academic record, the elapsed fime between‘the student's depar- -
ture from the sending iﬁstitution and the filing of his transfer
application. Given the complex way in which individual transfer circum-
stances intersect the factors affecting traﬁsfer decisions, it is
reasonable to asSert that the variety of individual transfer problems
is practical%ykinfinite. ‘The Resource Group concluded therefore that
‘the process of accommodating student movement amdng institutions and
pPrograms wili necessarily continue to depend on the application of
informed professional judgment to individual cases, and that no set of
rigid guidelines, however ingeniously conceived, would be sufficient.
But at.the same time, the Resource Group ag;eed that professional
judgmént:couldAbé guided in the direction of more'judicious applicétibn
than currently obtains, and that while we could gst specify comprehensive
policies which would cover éll transfer cases, we-might'well aﬁtémpt to
isolate a category of transfer probléms and to provide a coherent
approach to their élleViation. fhe Resource Group regards its approach

to the category which follows as exemplary for all others.

The Community College ﬁxample

" The Resource Group chééé as its primary focus the transfer of
graduates of "transfer curricula" at a Connecticut Regional Community
College to a four-year public institution in the State. 1In selecting
Communi ty Collége transfers as its "éxamplé,ﬁ the Resource Group was

guided by a number of considerations:

_'g _




(1) Students who enter a transfer curriculum at a Regional
Community College may legitimately expect that upon successful -
completion of the program, they will be able to transfer to a
four-year institution.

(2) WVithin community colleges and four-year public institutions
there is a growing awareness of "articulation' problems and a
developing motivation to solve them.

(3) The cooperative efforts of these institutions have already
led to an easing of some transfer difficulties.

(4) Since the institutions are all part of an organized approach
to higher education in a single small state, they ought to
know each other more intimately and have a fuller appreciation
of each other's needs and resources. They should therefore
be in a position to sustain a flexible and effective articula-
tion process with relative ease.

It is important to reiterate that the Resource Gfoup does not view
its recommendations as rigid éuidelines that will determine institutional
decisions in all cases, but rather as a frame of reference which'may
lead to consistent institutional behavior within a limited context and
thus foster realistic expectations among potential transfer students
within the same context.- The Resource Group rejects catégorically the
notion that equitable delivery of educational services can be achieved
through the unbending application of quantifiable measureménts. On the
contrafy, we believe that "equal treatment" in educaﬁion requires
seasitivity to individual needs, and that an educational systém which is

unwilling to make exceptions to its quantified "rules' on grades, credits

ERIC
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and other measures of achievement, is unsound educationally as well as
socially. Our recommendations should apply therefore oanly to such cases
in which the conditions stipulated in the recommendations are met. 1In
cases where the conditions are not met, institutions should be encouraged
to exercise careful and sensitive judgment based on an assessment of
their own capacity to fender educational services and the capacity of
the potential transfer student to exploit in a productive way the
resources of the institution. To be specific, when the Resource Group
recoﬁmends that graduates of transfer curricula at Community Colleges
should be admitfed_to a four-year institution, it is not suggesting that
non-graduates should be rejected. It is stating that beyond the range
of conditions specified in its recommendations, it chooses to remain

silent on the matter of how an institution should behave.

The Data Gap

In conducting its inquiry into the nature and scope of the transfer
problem in Connecticut, the Resource Group has consulted as many sources
of information as time has allowed. We haw: met with administrators and
faculty members from the public inStitutiqns of higher education in the
state, conducted a survey of transfer procedures used at public and
private institutions, considered the available data on the performance
of transfer students at receiving institutions in Connecticut, consulted
with transfer experts in other states, analyzed articulation agreements
in force or under consideration in other states, and studied fhe work
of earlier ;ransfer committees in Connecticut. In éddition, individual
members of the Resource Group have interviewed students, faculty and

administrators at their own institutioms.
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The Resource Group's best efforts do not constitute a comprehensive
study of the problem, not only because of lack of time, but more
importantly because of lack of data. There is currently no mechanism
in higher education in Comnecticut which monitors adequately the move-
ment of students among institution’ and programs. As a result, it is
not possible to assess accurately sthe effectiveness of c:mrrent transfer
policies, to gauge the impact of projected policy changes, nor for that
matter, even to determine what happens educationally to those stud;nts
who decide to transfer. Many of them do not transfer within the state.
If we knew more about those who do not, we would be in a much better
position fo evaluate Conmecticut's success in the transfer'brocess.

The Resource G:OUp;s first recommendation ié that the data gap be
closed. We afe convinced that higher education needs.a mechanism for
monitoring and adjusting the transfer process on an on-going basié. Our
recommendation for the establishment of such a mechanism later in this
report is based on the assumption that comprehensive data on the movement
of students within higher education will be available. If data are not

available, the mechanism will falter.

Organization of the Report

The body of the report conéistsyOf discussions of the Resource

Group's specific recommendations. The first group of recommendations

concerns what we call the "Community College Example." It is divided
into three parts: credit/standiﬁg, admission, and accommodation. It is

followed by a set of recommendations which outlines ways in which we

think the Community College Example can and should be applied to other

categories of transfer problems. The next set of recommendations
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develops a set of implementation strategies. The final section

summarizes the Resource Group's findings.

THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE EXAMPLE

Credit/Standing

No other topic of discussion occupied'so much of the Resource
Group's time as dia the issue of the transfer of academic credit and
the determination of acadeﬁic standing. The isgue is difficult and
sensitive because it is so closely tied to the problem 6f ihstitutional
autoromy. The desire of an educational institution to exercise exclusive
responsibility for its own programs and products often goes hand in
hand with a reluctance to take responsibility for what another insti-
tution may have accomplished.. As a result, the assigning of transfer
credit inevitably generates questions of Qhether the academic program of
one institution is "the same as," "equivalent to" or "sufficiént for"
the program of another.. In the view of the Rescurce Group the emphasis
on comparative program quality is misplaced. To begin with, questions.
of comparative.quality are eésy to raise, but extremely difficult to
ahswar adequately. Mdreover, the primary focus of inétitutiohal attention
~in traﬁsfer matters should be oﬁ the individual transfer student's
potential for continued educational growth as demonétrated through
.performance in a generallzvappropriate curriculum, ratﬁer than on the
details of curriculum coﬁtent.

There are three principles which inform thevResource Group's recom-

mendations on credit and standing:



(1) Zontimwity. Transfer policies should enhance the .opportunity
Tor stpoth Tmzansition from one educatiomal level to the next
IZmprozrams wikich may appropriateiy invelve more than one
instifmztion.

(2) Equity. The .zssignment of transfer credit and the determina-
tion of academwic standing should be equitable.

(3)

Effivsianc

. Transfer policies should foster productive use
off mtudent time and institutional resources by discouraging
unnecessary interruptions and:répetitions in a student's
program,
Much of the problem that now exists in the transfer of credit is
due to ineffective communication. Academic terminology in this area has
apparently not kept pace with the‘growing diversity and complexity of
the curricular patterns which étudents may follow. Perhaps.there were
once some "good ol' days' when all students withlin a given institution
traveled the same learning route in lock-step and when such designations
as '"sophomore" or "junior" or "seventy-two semester-hours of academic
credit" were precise measures of the distance separating the student
from. fulfillment of the requirements for graduation. If there were such
days, they are gone. Today, the term "semester" still designates a
stretch of time, but no longer implies‘én ofdained‘nuﬁber of sequence of
courses. As a result of the establishment of flexible curficular patterns
a student just beginning his "junior‘year" ﬁay require more or less’ than
t&o years for the completion of baccélauréate degree requirements.
The confusion vegins to subside when it’is.recognized that degree
" requiremezt® =ve mulitiple réther than singular; znd that the partial é

fulfillmentﬁof:mné;nequireméntvno lohger‘implies*proportionate fulfillment

ERIC
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of the others. If a student's progress towar:ia degree could be dis-
played on giant thermometers, the way United Way fund drives often
depict their achievement, then at least three separate thermometers
would be required. In answer to the question, "How far along are you in

your education,'" the savvy student would not longer answer, '"I'm starting

my junior year,'" or, "I've got sixty credits,'" but rather, '"I'm at 50%

on Thermometer I, 90% on Thermometer II, and 20% on Thermometer IIL."

The questioner would understand that thé student had accumulated half
the number of units of credit required for graduation, had met most of
the separate and distinct requirements in the area of general education,
and had made modest progress in the éreas of academic'concentration
(major and minor).

The Varigty of educational opportunities currently available in
this countrywmakeg it possible for a étudent to accumulate a large
number of credits without necessarily making much progress toward meet-
ing the other categories of requirements. It often happens that students
and institutions place so much emphasis on credit that the other require-
ments are neglected and students move through an educational program
with seriously defective expectations.

It may be argued that the "three~thermometer method" of measuring.
y 24 . 24

~academic achievement is cumbersome and frivclous. The Resource Group

agrees that it is cumbersome, but we would argue that, though the image

of three painted thermometers all in a row lacks the somber propriety of

the traditional academic idiom, it at least has the advantage of saying
rather precisely what it means.
Most of the Resource Group's reccmmendations in this section deal

with transfer credit barriers which have often been defended as a

I P



protecticn against the erosion of quality. We view thezmaintenance of
inflexible transfer barriers as a negative approach to the problem of
mainfaining quality. We advocaté an approach based on a. cooperative
arrangement in which two-year and four-year institutions see themselves
as having a vested iﬁterest in the quality of each other's programs.
A;though cooperation is an ideal toward which all educational
institutions should strive, it is a particﬁlarly compelling imperative
for public institutions in Connecticut. The relationship between
public community colleges and public four-year institutions should be
one of partnership. Connecticut's community colleges were created Qith
a variety of missions, one of whiéh was the preparation of students in
transfer or "college parallel" curricula. Not only has much attention
been paid by the Community Colleges to the transfer function, but.their
transfer programs have been specifically tailored to resemble the lower
division offerings of the public four-year institutions in thé state;
They havg not. only continuously revised these offerings to follow the
changes of the four-year institutions, but have had to weigh and balance
the cues of many masters, ;;Blic and private. We believe, therefore,
that our recommendations are not only justified on the grouﬁds of
continuity, equity, and efficiency, but that they are also timely. While
somé difficulties and confusion are ine#itable; the current posture and
capabilities of the Comaunity Colleges should keep such problems at é

minimum.

Recommendations on the Assignment of Units of Credit

It is recommended that:

ERIC
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1. When a graduate from a transfer curriculum* of a Connecticut
Regional Community College is admitted to a bachelor's degree
granting public institution in Conﬁecticut primarily on the
basis of pérformance ip the transfer curriculum, he should
receive full credit at thé receiving institution for all
courses within the Fraésfer curriculum of the sending institu-
tion for‘which a passing grade was assigned.

2. Recommendation 1 shouid be construed to include credits
assigned within the*t?ansfer curriculum by the sending college

for academic work taken at another institution.

Discussion of Recommendations 1 and. 2

Recommendation 1 refers only to the accumulation of units of academic
credit (Thermometer I). Whether the credits given also satisfy general
education or concentration requirements'will be discussed in a later
sectioh. The principal issue confronted in this recommendation is the

granting of credit for courses in which the grade of '"D" was assigned by

# The Resource Group anticipated some difficulty in defining a 'transfer
curriculum." However, our examination of the licensing procedures used
in Connecticut for certifying new institutions and programs revealed
that the procedures include a'careful examination of program content
in the context of stated program objectives. That is, community
college programs which are designed to prepare students for transfer
to baccalaureate programs are licensed in terms of that objective. It
is reasonable, therefore, to define "transfer curriculum" as one which
has been licensed by the Commission for Higher Education to pursue
transfer objectives. In disputed cases, the judgment of the Commission
can readlly be sought. o

The recommendation is not meant to discourage enrollment in baccalau-
reate programs of students who have completed "mon-transfer" occupa-
tional programs at community colleges. The Resource Group has not

included a recommendatlon coverlng the transfer of academic credit in
such cases.
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thé sending college. 1In the deliberations concerning this issue the
Resource Group discussed both the dimensions and the nature of ‘the
problem and arrived at two conclusions. First, thg recommendation dqes
not imply the granting of credit for vast amounts of poor work nor the
admitting of "D students." The.admissionAcriteria currently in use at
public four-year institutions make it unlikely that many '"D's" will
appear in the record of students who are.admitted. Second, the question
which the Resource Group addressed was not whether an institution
should grant credit for marginal academic work, but rather whether it
should assume arbitrarily that marginal work at ancther institution was
necessarily 6f lower quality than marginal performance by its own
students. The.Resource Group concluded that grades were not a precise
enopgh measure of academic performance to warrant the categorical
exclusion of "D's" for credit accumulation purposes.

In our discussions with representatives of four-year collegeé we
discovered that the-refusal of credit for "D" grades was often used to
prevent students from electing a more advanced course in the same area.
The Resource Group rejects that practige and would urge receiving

institutions to substitute proper guidance. If it is feared that a

advanced chemistry course, the student should be so advised.
It should be restated that the recommendation at this point refers
only to the Connecticut Community College'graduate of .a transfer

curriculum. Suggestions regarding applying this idea to other transfer

~students admitted on the basis of academic work at other institutions

will follow below. Also, we realize that students are often admitted

on grounds other than academic performance, an example being a returning
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veteran who may have left formal education with a poor record sewveral
years ago. The Resource Group believes that in such cases institutional
judgment regarding transfer.credit is the more appropriate guide.

‘he Resource Group considered making a recommendation on the. treat-
ment of standardized examinations such as the College Level Examination
Program (CLEP). Community Colleges currently grant academic credit in
transfer curricula for satisfactory performance on some CLEP examinations.
It may bédargued that a community college graduate who has received credit
by examination in the context of a transfer curriculum should not be
denied the credit by a receiving insﬁithtion. Most members of the
Resource Group would endorse that argument. as a general proposition, but
we weré concerned about the diffigulty which seems to attend its applica-
tion té specific cases. The educational community in Connecticut has
not reached agfeement on the appropriate interpretation of performance
on CLEP examinations. The Rescurce Group therefore recommends that the

matter of standardized examinations receive further study.

General Education and Distribution Requirements
In addition to the mere accumulationm of units of credit, the earning

of a degree often requires that the credits and courses be distributed

§0 as to insure a broad educational background. Our interest here,

again consistent with continuity, eqﬁity, and efficiency is essentially
two-fold. First, the degree of fullness of Thermometer IT as distinct
from other requireménts should be made clear upon transfer. iSec@nd,
since the Community Colleges stress general edqcatioh in much the same
manner as do the‘four—year‘iﬂétitutidﬁs, fhe particular pattern of the

requirements at the receiving institution should not impede :the direct
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movement toward the degree for community college transfers. The nature

of the requirements should be such that mect, if not all, can be fulfilled
in the associate degree program. Those that remain should be accessible
to any upper division student without interfering with his pursuit of a
concentration program. To illustrate, if an institution requires all
fourth year students to take a particular course for which there are no
specific prerequisites, no hardship is placed upon the community college
transfer. However, if entry to the required course can be gained only

by taking other courses offered only in that institution's lower division,
a hardship does exist, and the transfer student is at a serious disad-

vantage.

Recommendations on General Education and Distribution Requirements

2. All institutions shoﬁld re&iew their general education and
course distribution requirements and assess theif.effecf on
transfer students.

4. fhoseinstitution—wide general education requirements which are
taken predominantly by lower division students of the insti-
tution and which take the form of specific courses sﬂould be

waived for Community College graduates of transfer programs.

Discussion of Recommendations 3 and 4.

The principal issue raised in the discussion leading to these
recommendatiuns was that of'institutional autonomy and integrity. In
none of its recommendations does the Resource Group intend to comprbmise
the right of an institution to determine its own curriculum. On the

other hand, we would assert that no single curricular route to such a



broad objective as '"general education' can rightfully claim exclusive
validity. In other words, underlying thg recommendgtions on general
education is a conviction that institutions must go beyond the mere
"accommodation' of transfer students who have not had an opportunity

to meet specific general educatidﬁ or coutrse distribution requirements.
It calls upon receiving institutions to acknowle:dge the validity and
suitability of programs which are different in detail from their own

and urges them to evaluate incoming transfer students in the context of
the programs from which the students have emerged, rather than exclu-
sively in terms of the program which the students are entering. Such an
evalua’ ion procedure, which not only assesses a student's competence to
meet the demands of a new program, but also respects the coherence of
his prior educational experience, is particularly appropriate in the
case of transfer students from Connecticut Community Zolle;zs, where the

emphasis on general education in transfer curricula is substantial.

Concentration Program Requirements

Though the Resource Group recognizes that the departmental sponsors
of major (or minor) programs have the primary responsibility for program
design an& implementation, we believe that the sponsors should be sensi-
tive to the needs of transfer students. Many students enter a community
collgge fully intending to transfer into a Bacgalaureate program at'
another institution. They may map out a ccumunity college course of
study using the catalog of a particular four~year institution as a guide,
only to find two years later that the catalog has been changed and that
a new set of prerequisites for entry into the desired field of study is

required of all entering students. It can happen that a receiving

O
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institution will waive new requirements for its own continuing students,
but neglect to do so‘for incoming transfer students.

fhe Resource Group also considered the problem which results when
major Program sponsors evaluate transfer students by comparing course

descriptions rather than measuring competence.

Recommendations on Concentration Program Requirements

It is recommended that:

5. Wben substantial changes are made or planned in baccalaureate
programs, notice and explanation of such changes should be
forwarded to institutions likely to be preparing students for
entry into such programs.

6. To the extent feasible, the determination of satisfactory
completion of prerequisite academic work should be made on the
basis of a student's mastery of essential elements of the
subject matter and not solely on the basis of the.similarity

of catalog course descriptions.

Admission

The recommendations of the preceding.section referred to the
student admitted from a community college transfer curriculum. This
sec;ion pertains to policies and priorities underlying the admission
process. Admission procedures will be discussed in a later section.

The Resoufcg Group's recommendations regarding admission policies
rest on the principle that é student's progress from a transfer program
at a state Comﬁunity'College to a baccalaureate pfbgram &t a State
College or the University of Connecticut should be regarded as a planned

continuation of his program.
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Recommendations on Admission Policy

It is recommended that:

7. Every Connecticut resident who earns an associate degree in a
transfer curriculum from a Connecticut Regional Community
College should be guaranteed admission to one of the bachelor's
degree programs at a Connecticut public instigution.

8. Among all applicants to restricted curricula--those which, due
to the need for laboratories, clinical affiliations, or othér
limiting factors, have an enrollment ceiling--priority should
be given to qualified graduates of Connecticut Community Colleges

- over other transfer applicants.

9, Proéram planning at institutions which ;eceive transfer

stﬁ&ents should include specific consideration of the‘number

of students anticipated from the Regional Community Colleges.

Discussion of Recommendations 7 and 8

It should be noted that the Board qf Trustees of Connecticut's State
Colleges approved a resolution on December 8, 1972 wHich guarantees
admission of all qualified graduates of Regional Community Colleges to
a public four-year baccalaureate.program. Further, although the
University of Connecticut was not a party to the resolution, it already
éxtends first priority in transfer admissions to applicants from Regional
Community Colleges. The Resource Groﬁp wishes, through its recommenda-

tion, to underscore its support of these developments.
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Accommodation

If all problems of admission and credit policy were resolved, the
book on transfer problems would be far from closed. A whole range of
difficulties, many very important, would still exist in procedures,
calendars, routines and the provision of necessary services. By way of

analogy, a music enthusiast might feel quite content after having

'purchased a ticket to hear his favorite symphony, played by his favorite

orchestra, at his favorite hall, on his first choice of nights., But if

upon arriving he found no place to park, crowds queued up before a single

ticket taker, his seat (or what he had thought was his seat) taken, and

if he did not get settled until halfway through the first movement, he

would probably consider his‘eVehing léséfthan'successfgl.} The needs of
transfer students go beyond édmission and the assignmént ‘of appropriate
credit.  The transition from one institutional environment'tékanother
ihvolves~problems of adjuétment which can be relieved substantially
through the provision of.supportive services and the instithfion of more
realistic procedﬁres,

The Resource Group's discussion of accommodation practices with
représentatives of four-year institutions revealed that a pattern of
discrimination against transfer students_éggg exist. Insensitivity and

inappropriate timing appear to be the main culprits. Either key adminis-

‘trators and faculty members at the four-year colleges, and to some

extent at the two-year colleges also, are not as aware as they should
be of special problems transfer students encounter, or,ﬁhe éalendar‘of
matriculation routines. 1s arranged in such a way as to favor "native"
continuipg‘s;uden;s and freshmen over transfer students. In general, as

stated by one of the representatives of the State Colleges, the policies
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and procedures currently used in connection with transfer students were

appropriate a decade ago, but with the increase in student mobility and

specifically the emergence of a system of community colleges these ’

policies have become outdated and ineffective.

Recommendations on Accommodation

10.

11,

The calendar of matriculation routines which begins with the

submission of an applicatio. for admission should be reorganized

'in such a way as to insure that transfer students have an

opportunity to register for courses and programs on an equal
footing with other students and have equal access to such
services and resources as counseling and advising, financial

aid, and housing. Pending the completion of the calendar

reorganization, resources and services such. as enrollment

spaces in‘courses and programs, and financial aid funds should
be held in reserve.in appropriate amounts for entering transfer
students.

The terms of a transfer student's admission should»be made as
explicit énd as-gomprehensive as poésible and be communicated
to‘the student as early as possiﬁlé. The "admission contract"
should staﬁe';learly the different categories of requifements
which pe;téin to the program the student will enter and

Specik‘fy the extent to whiéh the student has met the »_}:ye__qg;i,;e&ﬂ_:v”,_‘,, -
ﬁénts in each catégory, It should aiso outline the services
and resources (advising; counseling, COﬁrse registration,
financiél aid, hdusihg, and the like) which Wiil be available .

to the students and indicate when and where they niay be obtained.
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12. Orientation programs which take into account the special needs
of transfer students should bé planned and implemented by all
institutions which receive transfer students.

13. Budgets for student services should be increased to provide
adequately for the needs of transfer students.

14, Institutional leadership shoﬁld be exerted to‘raise academic
advising to a higher order of importance, and to see that the
number and preparedness of faculty assigned and the time
allotted is sufficient for the regi;tration needs of all

students.

Discussion of Recommendations 10, 11, 12, 13, and-14

Recommendation 10 is intended to enable potential transfer students
to begin ;hé process of transition from a community college to a four-
year institution earlier than is currenfly possible. If the interval
between notificationiof admission and the start of classes wére longer,
trapsfer.students would have‘mgre time for planning a‘course of study,
consulting with advisqrs and counselors at the receiving institution,
and generélly préparing fbr matriculation.

Recommendation 11 is based on the Resource Group'skdiscussion of a
phenomenon referred to by several transfer expertslas "transfer shock,"

the sudden drop in academic performance which is often noted among

transfer students 'in the first term at the receiving institution.

Usually the recovery pattern. in the second term is dramatic, which leads
many observers to conclude that problems of initial adjustment underlie
the academic difficulties. The Resource Group believes that transfer

shock is related to the defective expectations which many transfer
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students ﬁring with them. As.we have suggested earlier in this report,
the problem is one of faulty communication. “For instance, a prospective
transfer student who expects to be designated a "junior'" upon entry into
a réceiving institutioh may enjoy a momentary sense of pleasure when
that status is conferred upon him and then feel frustrated ﬁhen'he
learns that junior status does not netessariiy mean that he will receive
a bachelor’s degree after two more years of stuZy. Indeed, at one
institution in Connecticut the term "junior' appears fo have more to

do with parking privileges than with academic standing.

APPLICATION OF THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE EXAMPLE

While the‘Community qulege transfer student'has been used in this
report as a model in recommending guidelines fqr the granting of tranéfer
credit ‘and the establishment of procedurés for assimilétion of transfer
students intoIthe‘receiving'ihstitutiohs, the»RBSOUICQ Group believes
that the'underlying iﬁtent of the recommendatimms should be applied to
all transfer students. Thus, for egample, the: s=student moVing from one
Connecticut public four—year‘institution to another, o? the student
coming into Connecticut from an‘éccreditedltwo or four—year ihstitution
outside the state should be givéh.the opportunity to continue his
education with:the least_possible disruption. His transcript should be
evaluated in the same‘spirit énd the interpretatidﬁ of general education
requirements should be applied in the same way as we have suggesﬁed for

community college transfers.
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Simmuzz It is not feasible to prescribe specific tramsfer policies

which coud he applied us=fully to ail kinds of transfer students, the

Resourcs:

sectiom o

wromop has chosem mot to make formal -recommendaiions in this

£ the report. On the other hand, our recommendations on

Community-College transfers have some general implications which deserve

emphasis:

1.

Transfer students, from whatever source, who are admitted to

public or private institutions of higher education in Connec-

ticut should receive full academic credit for their previous

academic work. Credit should be denied only if the level of
performance was lower than that required for credit in crourses
taken at the receiving institution, or if there is evidence
that the confent of particular courses was demonstrably
inferior to that of coﬁrses offered at tHe receiving institu-
tion. |

Receiving institutions should not require transfer students in

bachelor's degree programs to take lower division: courses in

fulFET Tment of‘institution—wide“generaﬂ;educationzrequirements,
prowigz=d. ‘that all the following conditions are met:
a. ~the transfier student is ‘admitted with at lzssst half ithe

mumber of wmedits required for the baccalazmreate degree-

o

Ihe,distri%uriph of course work in the stu@ent's program
at the sending institution is re&sonable\inxterms:of

the sending institution's "géneral‘educatioﬁ" expectatibns;
c. .the‘"gehéral education' expectatibns;Qf-the sending
‘iﬁstitutidﬁ'gre expressive of thoughtful‘cbncérn for

educational breadth.
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3. Lower division courses which are normally required for entry
into a concentratioh‘program should not be required of transfer
students who can demonstrate maétery of those portions of the
subject matter which are deemed essential for suécessful com—
pletion of the program.

4. All transfer students should have ready access to the reszcurces

and services appropriate to their educational needs.

IMPLEMENTATION

The Resaurce Group began its consideration of the problem of
implementation by i.entifying a set of "implementation functions," that
is, 'processes which would have to oécur if the recommendations werw: to
be‘appliedveffectivély.' Five isuch functions were identified:

1. Data‘collection‘and analysis.

2. Regular mopitoring of transfer'palicies and‘brocedures.

3. The impxovement of cmmmunicationkamongﬂinstitutiohs‘af higher

educatioh, particgl#rly public institutions.

4. Adjudication of individuailtréﬁsfef.gfievances.

5. Formal approval of the recommendations of the Resource Group.

Recommendations on Implementation

It is recommended that:
15. The Commission for Higher Education ;should establish a Transfef
Coordinating Committee with representation from Regional

Community Callegeé,'State Cdlléges, the University of

[ERJ!:‘ | | ‘ | L o : —!28,;
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Connecticut, State Technical Colleges, and the Connecticut

Conference of Independent Colleges. The Committee should be

charged with the following responsibilities:

a.

Submission of an annual report to the Commission on

the movement of transfer students into and out of
institutions of higher education in Connecticut.
Regular monitoring of the ‘transfer process and
identification of transfer problew=s.

Recommendation to e Commission and to the appropriate
institutions for changes Im transfer policy aﬁd pro-
cedures.

Developmenr, by the first Biennial revision of the
Master Plan‘of‘anwagreemen¢;among institutions of
higher eﬁucation“in Conneciicut:on the interpretation
of standardized»examinatimns such as CLEP.
Investigatian of problemswof'articulation between.
proprietary schoola and other post-secondary insti-

tutionsﬂ

16. Each institution of higher weducmrion in Connecticut should

appaofnt a transfer liaison offificer who will be responsiblie for

momitoring the movement of transfer students into and out of

the :institution and for maintaining effective communication

with:the Transfer Coordinating Committee.

17. The Commission for Higher Education should appoint to its

staff an officer to serve as “ombudsman" in individual transfer

disputes.

ERIC-
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18. Tﬁe Commission for Higher Education, with the assistanéefof the
Transfer Coordinating Committee, shouid pfepare periodic
estimates of the“ﬁUmber of Community College transfer students
likely to select each baccalaureate prograﬁ offered at public
four-year institutions. |

19. The Commission for Higher Education shoule‘take the lead in
stimulating and encouraglng closer inter-institutional communi-

cation and cooperation within academic disciplines.

SUMMARY

The Recohmendations on Im@lementétion describe a mechanism for con-
-tinuing the work of the Resource Group. The Resource Group has attempted
1z isolate a categery of transfer problems, :those :involving graduates
Tmom tramsfer currlcula at Reglonal Communlty Colleges, and to dempn—
stzate, through its recommendations end:discussions, tﬁatlthe fransfer
prOoCess in the seleceed category can be eased‘substanfially; The
recommendations are aimed specifically at removing the current barriers
that impede smooth traﬁsitionAfrom a transferxturriculUm at a Regienal
Community College to.a baccalaureate progfamxat a four—year institution.
,Though the recommendatlons cover such basic problems as the assignment of
credit earned in courses, admlsslon prlorleles, and the quallty of student
.servlces,_some important issues, such as’ the acquisition of‘credit by
stahdardized examination have.nqt beee adeéuately treeted.

| It is aisolthe case that the epplication of the Commuhity College

‘Example to other kinds of transfers needs regular monitoring and testing.

ERIC
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It needs to be extended to cover transfer areas which the Resource Group
was unable to investigate, such -as transfars from proprietary schools.
It is the hope of the Rescurce Group that the Traunsfer Coerdinating

- Committee will take up these and related issues promptly.

ERIC
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SPECIFIC QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

wicfns of

What are current po11c1es of transfer between ‘public insti
higher learning in Connecticut?

Until recentilly there were as many policies as there were #mstifizutions.
However, ther= has been recent movement toward uniformity. Tias ‘

" policies are.ssketched as follows:

The State Colleges. As of December 8, 1972, the Board foi&uﬁuzes

policy is that: all recommended graduates of transfer pr@gmmEEO«
Connecticut Regional Community Colleges are to be guaramtesd
admission to some program at a State College. Other transsear
applicants compete on the basis of academic record and:«dats: .
application.

The University of Connecticut. Among all transfer appliwams: first

priority is extended to qualified graduates of Connecticumt Fwgional
Community Colleges. To be qualified one must be completiimg
transfer curriculum and have the recommendation of the :send
college. 'Other transfer applicants compete on the basis oF whefir
academic records with priority usually g01ng to those compliedime two
years of work.

What are the problems of such policies as seen by students. mr=milic,

and administrators and what changes should be made to imprmwe: “¥hem?

The principal problems of recent years have not been in. .admite=t,
but rather in the assignment: of credit and standing and the pperogi-
sion of student personnel services. The basis of most of #fes:
problems are insensitivity, the timing of,matrlculatlon T OmE e,

and a fundamental lack of communication regarding the academii
requirements of different institutions. Several specific wecimmenda-
tions are made in the full report.

What guidelines:should be applied for transfer of credit amcIurg;
accredited institutior.s? From unaccredited to accredited?

The Resource Group has provided detailed discussion and recommenda-
tions concerning what it has called "the Community Coliege Example."

The éssignment of credit from all accredited 1nstitut10nsﬂshouhd
follow the principles of'that;model

-The assignment of credit from unaccredlted 1nst1tut10ns shoudds= ba

left to the discretion of the rece1v1ng institution.

Under what condltlon should an associate degree earned at a 2~wear
community college be.acceptable in toto for admission to a 4-— —-yE=IT:
college, just as a high school diploma is an admission ticket ==z
college?



O

ERIC.--

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

All students earning an associate degree in a transfer program from

" a Connecticut Regional Community College should be guaranteed

admission to one of the bachelor's degree programs of the public
institutions of Connecticut. The reader is referred to the recom—
mendation on Admission in the "Community College Example'" of the

report.

What prchlems, if any, exist with respect to the transfer of pass/
fail credit or credits earned by examination? )

Currently the. transfer of credit for pass/fail courses varies with
every institution. In the development of the '"'Community College
Example'" the Resource Group has recommended that for graduates of
transfer curricula credit be awarded for all courses with a passing
grade. The reader is referred to the section on Credit/Standing

in the full report.

Credits earned from an examination prepared by a department for a
specific course do not usually present a problem, However, there
is little or no agreement about credits earned on nationally
standardized examinations such as CLEP. The Resource Group did

not try to resolve this problem. It is our recommendation that one
of the tasks for the proposed Transfer Coordinating Committee is to
promote an agreement among institutions on the matter by the first
biennial revision of the Master Plan.

How many students transferred to senior public institutions of

higher education in 1970? 71?7 72? How many are anticipated by

1979? What are ‘the sources of these transfer students?

Estimated transfers to senior institutions in Connecticut:

Fall 1970 Fall 1971 Fall 1972

Public 1950 2313 - 3024
Private 1625 1725 1797 .

In recent years, statewide, spring admission has involved approxi-
mately 40%Z of the number of transfers of the subsequent fall
admission.

Community College officials indicate. that the percentage of their
students who intend to transfer does not appear to be changing
significantly. Using this as an indicator might lead to the predic-
tion of a stable rate of transfer. However, there is not sufficient
data on the future of total enrollments to be able to project the
number of future transfers.
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